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IN THE CENTRAL ADPIINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH , NEW DELHI

OA NO. 1600/91. Date of decision; 30.7.1992
RA No, •38/92

3h. Pn.K. Goyal .. Applicant

3h. M.K, Gupta Counsel for the applicant

Versus

U;0,I. .. Respondents.

Sh, P.H. Ramchandani .« Counsel for the respondents

CORAfI

Hon'ble Sh. P.K. Kartha, Vice Chairman (3)

Hon'ble Sh, B.N, Ohoundiyal, Member (A)

JUDGEMENT (OralY "

Ue have heard the learned counsel for both parties,

on RA 38/92. Both sides agreied that the Judgement of the

Tribunal dated 24.1.1992 has been fully complied uith and

that the necessary orders have been issued by the respondents.

However, the learned counsel for the petitioner dreut our

attention to para 7 of the judgement in uhich a typographical

error has occured -

"Respondent No. 2(C.A,T,) has been ditected to re-fix

the pay of the applicant".

Reference to Respondent No.2 is to the Central Board of

Excise and Customs and not to the C.A.T. The typographical

error has been corrected in the original copy of the judgement-,

RA is disposed of accordingly.
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( B.N. Ohoundiyal ) ( r.k, Kartha )

l*lembBr(A) vice Chairman (3)


